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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH

R„A. No.141 of 1996 In
O.A. No. 1441 of 1995

"Qurit

NEN DELHI THIS THE i3^LAY OF aittrT, 1997

HON'BLE MR. K. MUTHUKUMAR, MEMBER (A)

Kutoari Poo,')a Shartna

9^ Smt. Rama Sharma
(Both Res'ident of Quarter
N0.182-B/4, Typie-I,
Basant Lane, Pahargarri,
New Delhi.

.Review Applicants

Versus

Union of India through:

The General Manager,
Northern Rail way,
Baroda House,

New Delhi.

T h e D i v i s i o n a1 Railw a y M a n a g s r,
Northern Railway,
State Entry Road,
New Delhi.

The Divisional Superintending Engineer,
Northern Rail way

DRM Office,

New Delhi. ...Respondents

ORDER BY CIRCULATION

H 0 n • b 1 e M r. K. M u t h u k u mar M e ni b e r (A)

In t h is Re v i e w A p p1i cation t h e appl ! c a n t

seeks a review of the order passed in O.A. 1441 of 199b.

He points out that in pai"3 7 of the order, there has been

an error inasmuch as it was observea therein uiidt.,

according to the' provision for regul ansation of

accommodation, the accommodation can be regularised within

a period of 12 months from the data of death or retirement

of the Government servant, as the case may Oc,

whereas,according to him, the Railway Boaro s insiJ Uwliun.-,

of July, 1966 provide for maximum period of retention as 4

months on the death of the Railway servant. The period of
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^  -i-~ -ihs r,r,----ition as pointed out
12 months was witn rererencte lu -> - .

by the respondents in their reply at 4,1 wherein they have
referred to the Railway Board's subsequent circulars dated
Dccenbar, 1982 and Harch, 1991 in para 4.1. Be that as it
nay; as slated in the aforesaid para 7 of the iudqnent by

ri . r- n-arind of 12 months is
way of obiter dicta, tnat tn.o Pt^nuu

provided perhaps due to the fact that the period of
retention of acco»„odation was 12 norths within which priod
',f the dependent seeks and^gets an appoiirtnent.can he
regularised on ad hoc/out-of-turn ■ basts. The,e
therefore, no error or onnission apparent on the face of
the record. The applicant has referred to the QecisOiis ni

Ms. Pinki Rani Vs. U.O.I., S Others. Vol.2 (1987) ATLi
page 305 and Snrt. Indrasan Devi i Anotgher Vs. U.O.r.

and Others, ATJ. 1995 (2) 478, which have already been dealt
with in ny judgnent.i phe Review Applicant cannot bring in

,  ,.-1 -'rho Review Appl ic,3tion. The
fresh grounds or pieddingc m cne .tcv icih , i

Review Application is, therefore, rejected.

(K. MlJThUKUMAR)
MEMB'ER (A)

Rakesh


